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2009 lowa Plan RFP Bid Evaluation Scoring Tool

TECHNICAL COMPONENT
7A.2 Programmatic Querview ---- 60%

This section of thekid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 150 pages.
Does it exceed? Y{NJ:

Sub-Section Score (circle one):
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1[7A.2.2 Enrollees 65 and Older @ ZMeets With Distinctionj Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A22
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Bidder Name: Mﬁb}/h ) A

1[7A.2.3.a) Coordination and Integration of Services
(Sections 4.1, 4A, 4B, and 5A of the RFP)

@

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Partially Meets

Z Meets With Distinction J Meets Fails to Meet

1. Did the bidder describe the strategies it would take to coordinate and integrate
service delivery for each of the five types of Eligible Persons and Fnrollees?
Eligible Persons with:

(1) concurrent mental health and substance abuse conditions

(2} concurrent mental health and/ or substance abuse conditions plus concurrent
medical conditions

{3) concurrent mental health and/ or substance abuse conditions and involved with
the adult correctional system

Enrollees with:

{4) concurrent mental health needs and mental retardation

Eligible Persons with:

{5) mental health and/ or substance abuse conditions with involvement with the chiid
welfare/juvenile justice system)

2. Are the strategies appropriate and are they likely to be effective?

3. Do they effectively embody the philosophy and program goals in that they, among
other things:
+  emphasize honoring Eligible Persons’ choice of service provider,
¢  promote the philosophy that Eligible Persons should be able to remain in their
homes and communities, and
* demonstrate that the bidder is committed to working with all providers serving
the enrollees to ensure blended and coordinated service delivery?

4. Did the bidder provide examples of its experience in other states with respect to
coordination and integration of services and how it will be applied in fowa? Is the
experience relevant and likely to be beneficial to lowa?
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Bidder Name:
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'\[_’7A.2.'4 Rehabilitation, Recovery, and Strength-Based Approach to Services
{Sections 4.A.2 and 4.B.2 of the RFP)

v

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

@ejj/ Partially Meets

Meets With Distinction Fails to Meet

1. Does the bidder’s proposal include a detailed explanation of its experience providing
behavioral health services through a recovery-oriented approach?

Does the bidder’s proposal describe in detail the model it proposes to implement?

3. Does the bidder’s proposal recognize the priority for effecting change during the
contract peried? Does the response provide details for realistic actions that the bidder
intends to take during the contract period to affect change?

Does the response specifically identify the bidder’s approach with respect to:

»  Contractor interactions with Eligible Persons?

*  service system planning and design?

» provider adoption of a rehabilitation, recovery and strength-based approach to
services?

5. Isthe bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

i

z‘U\»‘ el ‘\ W ;n‘;«-w'hv' -

Gibdes yocts pommcy Z0 yarplhy ¢ epan beyywy Jhe s, £ -5 /}4 g Won,
‘;J’L\W"{,M\fw}d ;\qy!r»oh"v ER S T*}-O\t\f\«t.'é ' Cu""‘f‘““% @""ﬁ""“ . C‘u“’%‘a .
R N n‘f“’ﬂ ,
thal ¥ s v‘f*‘ st TWJ'\“‘” o,

.

N = L or st P Cuvarn ¥ e
Al diynde “\QM*‘* I PV
fi5 E}M,\( 3%&, ,n\rw—, p—’\ foa ! et Y trﬂn‘\ ferdin 5 AR 1(7

EV)AM s I T “) H")ﬂflﬁ)mw ¢ Tevin} :.;j\hj-e«g .

A M}‘“\) PR N SR ANT k\‘ ﬁ,vi,.,\‘ CTy T 3\{«,\,.:2) LB aru e D0

e
T L B AL Feonyt bowidin A S,

E L wall irv—d -L\D-‘wd TN pihnts 7 |
.—-N\.U\ Dlurw\;‘() Qa-\mll (_i-m,\,_' - e‘-“-( o5 wamyd : e vnss )MB
1 SPSTWE L 5 U PR Vi Pn{zh 2 Lo ((tind LTg

fn:.hr |)‘uv)»¢ﬁ (nt r{v{/hw

i W O AT \IJﬂ? Ma) (y)"wlg%

‘hJ\}‘r\u\-b o b fA}V]L}eﬁ I57# « /*W\oj:, .
AT R’TV\ [HM5 o agf *‘f’)um ,_,,_,\,11A/3fvh ;
Qtpb'

flicey 4o choarbow

Y WLP-}\?M ™ N /&-’{w\s Twvre | ; PRI i Al et b 5@/
2») :p.«, { "P\rv ~—

. .
@ ﬁuf;hk\/ Al %-ﬂ g\ ‘;m:lf'\.“) P

Pl Mo cdels

o G l}hm/‘ﬂf‘\h # Q‘ﬁf/\f/f"
A - 5 v ojw\h o friseh @Qu}‘b o
\,Lc\' (‘w(r‘kn'\ﬁ ))(&}(L"\W\) }é\,m J‘-\“? § win } o Svl? [\/i\yh

K,

PAL Ay \b\gh



Bidder Name:
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7A.2.5 Person-Centered Care (Section 7A.2.5 of the RFP)

<

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

ineets With Distinction [ '/ Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.5.a)

1. Does the bidder's response describe the philosophy of how to best involve Eligible
Persons in the planning of their care?

2. Does the description include:
»  how the bidder intends to assure that the Eligible Persorn and, as appropriate,
family members, participate in treatment planning?

»  descriptions of instances in which the bidder has successfully employed such
strategies under other contracts?

3. Is the bidder's proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

4. Do the cited examples of experience demonstrate working knowledge that will
benefit lowa?
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7A.2.5.b)

1. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to the implementation of strategies to invelve Eligible
Persons in the planning of their care?




Bidder Name:
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7A.2.6 Covered Services, Required Services, Optional Services
(Sections 4A.3, 4A.4 and 4B.3 of the RFP)

€

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

V7a.2.6.)

1. s the bidder’s proposed strategy to ensure statewide capacity sufficiently detailed to
understand what it intends to do?

2. Isthe bidder's proposed strategy appropriate and likely to be effective?
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7a.2.6.0)

1. Does the analysis include an identification of service gaps and the basis on which the
bidder has made its determination?

2. Was the bidder's methodology to identify service gaps comprehensive, rigorous, and
valid?

3. Were any major gaps of which the evaluator is aware missed?
4. Does the bidder's proposal for how the gaps would be addressed seem appropriate?

5. Did the bidder provide a plan for addressing the gaps, with an implementation
timeline?

6. 1id the bidder address the following areas in its plan in a comprehensive and
informed fashion:
+  Level [ Sub-acute Facility services delivery?
+ 24 hour mental health stabilization services?
+  Substance abuse peer support/recovery coaching?

7. Are the plan and timeline for addressing the service gaps appropriate and likely to
be effective to enable the bidder to imake all required mental health services available
to the majority of lowa Plan enrollees by the end of the second contract year?
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Bidder Name: M lleny

7A.2._6C0veied Services, Required Services, Optional Services
(Sections 4A.3, 4A.4 and 4B.3 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score {(circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

V7a.2.6.0)

1. Did the bidder describe the process by which integrated mental health services and
supports will be authorized? If so, does the process appear to be appropriate and
utilizing appropriately skilled staff?

2. Did the bidder provide any parameters that would be implemented to guide the
authorization of integrated services and supports? If so, do the parameters appear to
be appropriate?

5. Did the bidder provide examples of comparable past experience providing
integrated mental health services and supports? If so, do the cited examples
demonstrate working knowledge that will benefit lowa?
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7A.2.6.d)

1. Did the bidder describe how it will incorporate evidence-based practice into its
managernent and how it will impact the services offered through the Iowa Plan?

2. s the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?
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7A.2.6.¢)

1. Does the bidder identify any services for which it will not reimburse due to moral or
refigious grounds?
e If yes, is there a complete explanation of these services?
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(This response should not be scored.
The question is for informational purposes only)
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7A.2.7 Organization of Utilization Management Staff (Section 5A.1 of the RFP) @

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.7.2)

1. Did the bidder describe its organization of the Utifization Management Staff,
including: gk
»  number of staff? T Hlob Y6 ey

+  credentials and expertise?

+  the rationale for the mix of expertise?

+  roles of different types of staff?

methods to maximize coordination between UM staff and local delivery

systems?

»  methods to ensure continuity of UM for Eligible Persons making frequent use of
the delivery system?
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2. Is the number of Utilization Management staff, which the bidder proposes per : . .
region, and their expertise, well supported and appropriate? Conr ) &eon s g QF anintd ﬁ-*")’/w[ {0 beok. oo ; .
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3. Isitclear that the staff will be knowledgeable of the services available in each region? i A o
Jose &
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Management staff appropriate?
5. Are there roles or types of staff which should have been included but were not?
6. Is the proposed approach to maximize coordination with local service delivery -
systems appropriate and likely to be effective? wio vint Y- e /1:, o d Sye Goghod
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7A.2.7.b)
1. Did the bidder's other clients for which it has organized UM staff to maximize

coordination with local service systems confirm the effectiveness of the bidder’s
performance?




Bidder Name: mﬁ'ﬁ)} e

R , Sub-Section Score (circle one):
7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines {Section 5A.3 of the RFP) @

Meets With Distinction @ Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.8.) @ i@
1. Do the UM Guidelines the bidder would use in authorizing mentai health services YL/n? % uZ/v }, y i~ g[ td Apins -

appear to be appropriate?
2. If the bidder attached guidelines for the application of ASAM criteria, do the - {

guidelines the bidder would use for the authorization or retrospective monitoring of /¥

substance abuse services appear to be appropriate? ‘
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appropriateness review in a manner likely to be efficient and effective?
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LyN?
1.

Did the bidder discuss special issues in applying the guidelines for at least some of ot plt al wa ’
the following services and populations: l[ TOSCEE
VT i
i. substance abuse services for pregnant and parenting women? - . YR
ii. substance abuse services provédgd to Enrollees in PMICs? 7o i o b Yy aadehnen / e gt J / *
iii. mental health inpatient services provided to Enrollee children in state mental :
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health institutes? / T
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e Ifso, does the bidder appear to have a thorough understanding of what
special issues might arise and of how to address them? Were there any
issues the evaluator felt should be addressed that were omitted?
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7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.6.d) s
. : . . i . P Py ¢ A ,
1. Did the bidder list any services or levels of care for which prior authorization would \{ T LA S AR Pl /
not be required? My OP &y i - >, )
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2. Do the levels of care for which the bidder has indicated it won’t require prior e # .
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authorization appear to be appropriate, given both access to care and cost “197 R f/ L ""‘7 Pavn y fsF R 7, 4

management objectives?
3. Did the bidder describe a Ql-related circumstance that would lead the bidder to - (&?M ol »[}rm,,f,( »)twvvx SH — aiwee, A TP o/ ""“g

request state approval for prior authorization? m }ft“ﬁ 3 [)./L\},EVL,)
4. Does the prior authorization circumstance demonstrate experience and knowledge? - h haad 4 -\n(ﬁ

Does the quality improvement circumstance example align with care and cost

management objectives? m
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2. Does the bidder’s proposal to self-evaluate the clinical effectiveness and \{g’,) AT el P \]

administrative efficiency of the authorization processes rely upon robust and

meaningful measurement of performance?
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4. Does the bidder’s description of circumstances under which prospective utilization M t !

review might be waived for certain providers demonstrate a well-reascned approach
to balancing appropriate utilization management with limiting administrative
requirements of providers?
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7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines {Section 5A.3 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction

Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.8.1) gy
. S ‘ vl !

1. Did the bidder describe how it would operationalize the state’s concepts of \{ |73 \~ 0 ke f\hul 20“ o~ | [ UH\Q Se )1}/ ("1 !

“psychosoctal necessity” and “service need™? f \
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2. Did the description contrast the proposed approach with that used for “medical 4 — _)\\.x\.t a3 )—; ¥ Cmans /L/ by (/ﬁc .51:,\15 / e . I

necessity’ under other contracts, or if not applicable, explain how the concepts differ? 1 O/W}mlt-w NN J A= Jd ,
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3. Does the bidder’s approach for operationalizing the state’s concept of “psychosocial | }\‘m N fw A 7 H -

necessity” in the authorization process for mental health services align with the i@ ' )

state’s objectives, as put forth in Section 5A.3.1 of the RFP? /ml g - 5 J/ (‘ ndoof el /
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2. Did the bidder's distinction between “medical necessity” and the concepts of oy - {

“psychosocial necessity” and “service need convey a good anderstanding of how the \{ ‘ b j A et aef .

approaches differ? : P
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1. Did the bidder describe the process the bidder would implement for the \(g’ . *&m \u t qu} rL\vC\@? {W(, \‘g’} — Alee \/> e f]/ ol

administrative authorization of services (when contractual requirements mandate the ’

authorization and reimbursement for services that do not fall within the contractor’s

UM guidelines)?

. . . - 177

2. Does the process the bidder proposes for implementing the administrative

authorization of services appear to be appropriate? 4’“ hi

- ~ IS PP IO

3. Did the bidder include in its description the way in which the bidder would allow o - [N‘W AN c\' pf “\Wﬂ“ ¥ [\”

for authorization for services provided during all the months of enroilment even if [M ’

Medicaid eligibility is determined after the initiation of services?
4. Does it appear that this process treats providers fairly and will be effective? 7
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Bidder Name: \{\f\uv%l?;\\W\

7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the RFP)

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Fails to Meet

7A.2.8.1)

1. Did the bidder describe how it would provide Intensive Clinical Management to
certain lowa Plan Enrollees, and the relationship of those activities to Targeted Case
Management?

2. Does the bidder’s process for providing Intensive Clinical Management appear
appropriate and likely to be effective?

-\L% C v Jr !}/._) o JQ 4

b X e

350 i,

¢ M Bes Uffrfr_,
sl Al f\i?u;é&

’\\"‘\ ek, et H”\Ul\“”;‘\ \L?‘;“\f dnu{’(lﬁ) A .

kec/(& ' )) .

3. Is the bidder’s proposed relationship of Intensive Clinical Management and Targeted \\ b p{ Yo (ﬁ etk . FC ) At
posed 16k , AR Lo &0 R v U ol
Case Management appropriate and likely to be effective] [ cﬂ o b\ i bl 9 {i_\ ;ﬁ . st “op [ o g, ? ]
7A.2.8.1) ] CamnkG 11

1. Did the bidder describe how it would provide 24 hour crisis management?

2. s the bidder’s proposed approach to provision of 24-hour crisis management
reflective of the current state of that service in lowa, appropriate, and likely to be
effective?

3. Did the bidder provide examples of how that service has been provided in other
states?

4. Do the bidder’s examples demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be of
benefit to lowa?
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Bidder Name:

W\G.j},)lm

7A.2.9 Required Elements of Individual Service Coordination & Treatment Planning
{Sections 1.9, 48.2.2 and 5A.5 of the RFP) @

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.9.3)

1. Did the bidder describe the 24-hour crisis and referral service that the Bidder would
make available to Eligible Persons, including:

how the Bidder would ensure the availability of clinicians with expertise in

providing mental health and substance abuse services to children?

how the 24-hour crisis and referral service would interface with the emergency

crisis service system?

—doetn et N ngff/J«-%” Cn‘::w.f{;ZLM-f Httamtd, (..
v F lﬁﬁ*)')"u P‘v C‘“vf(?/-!n ‘, AT V@""” C)[ f‘“*rﬁié*"’ b o0 Hoalr :

- {r/\j,ku_ {rf\m’\)"y g ffY/fDJ),
T T LR N e 20 i Berpoon. Toer> L’J’f :

Moy flom b piv bt pe o iy /Lj Z I\IV}TPamﬂ .
# ! S m?'\wh* f‘fl ’“’7) Ry oy fp,uvuf 7?”“’/"”‘2‘5?L

<aft cak /cli.? ARRAE . /.

2. Does it appear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service utilizes ad fore foeo ;i) “)j s ’“}V’\"fﬂﬁ‘, L.

appropriately trained staff? c
W } / by - elen
. o f-w/,kmbm Fhor Pepltn gt/ a2 Jin tpemdii

3. Does it appear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service would provide f . ,:((
sufficient access to clinicians with child mentat health and substance abuse expertise? o DO fea) f'AZ’ e .

2. Does the bidder’s response depict a process that would ensure that the 24-hour crisis
and referral service appropriately and effectively interfaces with the emergency crisis
service system?

; \ TN senly, o .
1f7A.2.9.b) - ﬂfw(-o hvA M"U(j Y J TH e / “?“ 2 falk bo 7>
\t(,\}qm.—.},} /’{:J,‘ g'L‘Lfn /%’q#)'% .

1. Did the bidder describe a process for identifying those Eligible Persons who have ﬁ{jw oo e }-bc, ,AI,LE e poae [T omen TR &Gy ?fx\j/(/ / & gadieal A,f;
demonstrated the need for a high leve! of services or who are at risk of high /L LA | Feodo bl . X 5; ' g
utilization of services? RV aad frar o < F ‘;

T‘J'& ,{iiﬂrf ,yﬁjei Jo W\m("> anﬂfy»r) . Tre ’?’;U’

2. Does the bidder’s process for identifying those Eligibie Persons appear to capture all RTINS
of those in need of individual service coordination and treatiment planning ir a bW Fenn Seaddm g foans ‘
timely and efficient manner? b ¢ . T Fem Cor, 5F crtine br

(ol A

3. Did t!}e bi.dder ftlescribe how it wou'éc? initiate ongoing treatment pIannir‘zg and B [\/c (:Q . 4 K her 7’ I 5 1 u &,4/—“%// e TTon inpe ke, -
coordination with the Iowa Plan Eligible Persons and all others appropriate for Lot oo endt” druer 2 7)“‘ "?’.j /: y /
planning the Eligible Person’s treatment? bk e - 7 e y el

. . e . . L tho@ucf /tc”l’t

4. Does the bidder’s process for initiating ongeing treatment planning and coordination

appear to be appropriate and likely to be effective?
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Bidder Name:

l\\c‘,}‘ 3

'\[7A.2.9 Required Elements of Individual Service Coordination & Treatment Planning
{Sections 1.9, 4B2.2 and 5A.5 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.9.0)

1. Did the bidder describe the program the bidder would implement in conjunction
with officers of the courts to assure that court-ordered treatment complies with
substance abuse criteria and therefore is reimbursable through the lowa Plan?

2. Does the bidders proposed program appear appropriate and likely to succeed?

[kl etk wle o A wd fs Jore ah /,;)®
A/J

oKy fos oo besell ot beshom F gt gy

Q“.}M‘A ,j;v /‘f‘/“a“' W . -
- m?) Aot P‘ll\)zv c7! )a PP ("“’“)"/%Q’? — glaodin ’”/g"’ﬂ" }4

V78.2.9.d)

1. Did the bidder describe a process for actively promoting and ensuring coordination
by lowa Plan network providers with Enrcllees” primary care physicians?

2. Is the proposed process for promoting and ensuring coordination appropriate and
likely to be effective?

3. Did the bidder deseribe how it would assess network provider compliance with the
care coordination requirements?

4. TIsthe proposed process for ensuring compliance, inciusive of any measurement and
reporting activities, appropriate and likely o be effective?

5. Did the bidder provide results of monitering efforts conducted for other clients to
verify that coordination had been occurring effectively?

6. Do the bidder's examples of monitoring efforts document an effective process?

7. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to promoting and ensuring coordination by network
providers and primary care physicians?
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Bidder Name:

N ,}x Yien

\[7A.2.10 Children in Transition {Section 5A.6.1 of the RFP)

O

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.10.2)

1. Did the bidder provide comprehensive and detailed descriptions of experience
transitioning children from inpatient settings, including specific examples of hospital

and PMIC-like entities?

2. Did the bidder provide successful strategies for putting in place effective discharge

placement from such settings?

3. Does the bidder's described experience demonstrate experience and knowledge that

would be of benefit to lowa?
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' N
Bidder Name: c\’)/i ! !M

Sub-Section Scere (circle one):

7A.2.11 Appeal Process (Section 5B.2 of the RFP) _
-2 Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.211.a . -
) Bt - i A4 e Free CIAC dpivet

1. Did the bidder describe a process and provide an accompanying flowchart for the

review of Enroliee appeals?

y ; VAN A

2. Does the flowchart provide timeframes from receipt of the request, and through each ‘/j‘(‘"‘w Nl Hen toe b M % 5N ¢ ¥

review phase, up to notification? ,

(virde wiel [2( /—Q?vll/'w 7\/’ -

3. s the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.2 of

the RFP, including the following and other requirements:

¢ proviston of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a request for review
and reasonable assistance with filing appeals, if requested?

»  100% of all expedited appeals will be resolved within 3 working days of receipt
of an appeal. All non-expedited appeals shall be resolved within 14 days of
the receipt of the appeal and 100% shall be resolved within 45 days of the receipt
of the appeal?

»  provision of a written notice of disposition that includes the requirements
outlined in 58.2.11 of the RFF?

15



Bidder Name:

M‘M g blsny
L

7A.2.12 Grievance and Complaint Process (Sections 5B.1, 5B.3 and 5B.4 of the RFP) _

&

Sub-SBection Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Pasrtially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.12.a)

1.

Did the bidder describe the processes it would put in place for the review of
Einrollees grievances and Eligible Persons complaints?

Is the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.3 of
the RFP, including the foliowing and other requirements:

»  Enrollees or their designeas may initiate a grievance either orally, to be followed
up in writing, or just in writing; complaints from DPH-eligible participants
regarding treatment programs will be directed to DPH?

»  provision of written notice acknewledging the receipt of a the grievance?

»  rendering all decisions in writing with notice of right to additional review and
information on the process to initiate additional review?

s 95% of all complaints and grievances shall be resoived within 14 days of receipt
of all required documentation and 100% shali be rescived within 90 days of the
receipt of all required documentation?
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Bidder Name:

ag e

7A.2.13 Requirements for the Provider Network (Section 5C.1 of the RFP)

&

Sub-Section Score (circle onej:

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.13.2)

1.

Did the bidder describe how it would ensure that the provider network is adequate
and that access is maintained or increased to meet the needs of lowa Plan Eligible
Persons?
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2. Does the proposed approach to ensuring an adequate provider network and access iz — utate Avta ok U baeAtent o b ENP NS
appear appropriate and likely to be effective? - veterk j“'}ej‘ (mnstpte r !
Corfle. 7 5 mb-por e DAFpm 21 TS
o EEY
3. Did the bidder identify where there are potential issues of lack of capacity within the — T} Fomn R bdiy 1 G, o (& —> ‘
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Bidder Name:

7A.2.13 Requirements for the Provider Network (Section 5C.1 of the RFTI)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.13.0)

1.

Did the bidder describe its experience under other contracts to ensure delivery of
services to underserved communities when provider network capacity was initially
found to be inadequate?

18 M(?"l%if‘” —tﬁi\lﬁ‘?ﬂ\.ﬁ Ly 571@ ton Frecdl 67 il O’ Ui

B T o P RO L
fhv 2 7 fH!"“/“}&\_!)w.wsv

2. Did the bidder’s description of experience addressing initial network inadequacy for s brld
L b g, b s,
underserved communifies in states where there was a shortage of psychiatrists {ta - by )
demonstrate effectiveness? ool b ol
3. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s ;
past performance with respect to addressing initial network inadequacy for R.AN‘L‘\.\}) ef/twwl“ i
underserved communities?
V7a213.4) BA thptetn 3 #8) gp in Fou ke oy B9 tni sbls il =2
(;\,t,\u’ltl,\m“{g [Q) /yf{am’m C e ABILS 7 A2 f‘"j f
1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing Medicaid managed behavioral ’£ ' { ‘
health programs in which it successfully promoted the development of: rehizihe
Jath-iachd 6t plt
s psychiatric rehabilitation services? . 4 /
»  mental health self-help and peer support groups? [w 3pp. TP Jeeiel Geilsna % Faskn b
s peer education services? e )
{ *bt,-f\(\_ | Yy D C 1%
2. Does the bidders description document its experience and success promoting the At Ly, o iy, - Jec Bt ol A\\, Crmivoty g 7 m,//’
development of these three services and making them available fo enrollees? e i+ 1 ol/\ _)‘ _9 sy had) LA
3. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s

past performance with respect to promoting the development of and implementing
psychiatric rehabilitation services, mental heaith self-help and peer support groups,
and peer education services?
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- Bidder Name:

7A.2.13 Requirements for the Provider Network (Section 5C.1 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.13.e)

1.

Did the bidder describe its experience with contracts that include SAPT Block Grant
funding?

Tn O 15 T T S L e p VAMA qfwv}_\./-
\—'{rw‘} vvv{XJ f“fﬂir.‘u P ety Berot]l complarp, o b

FNPIVITREN abwal mad b phe “j‘wﬁ\)’« e ﬂ’{fM

2. Does the bidder’s description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be . N
§mEaLy - — el t i /)5 b Ao
of benefit to lowa? AL [ b @B wsy — 9w ! ) [P VAWIATN A ;
JRUNVE S W] ).N@r} (i A-sbft /?m)»\} e} oo A Ay —
3. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s Inde ch{ A 7L
past performance with respect to contract with provides for services funded by an " f . L6 /l . £ "
SAPT Block Grant? for vt f kb Aty Ty il
7A213.f C) ; . - . A ¥
) Domrstude]  Crpote ! fﬂ )/‘tu/\ A '(% * TH M, kb 2ok Uit
1. Did the bidder describe its experience contracting with networks of comparable or
greater size than those of the lowa Plan within the timeframe afforded by this FL
procurement?
7
2. Does the bidder’s description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be
of benefit to Jowa? Az.
3, Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s

past performance with respect to imely network contracting?
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Bidder Name:

7A.2.14 Network Management {Section 5C.5 of the RFP)

®

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.14.3)

1. Did the bidder describe how it would actively manage quality of care provided by
network providers of all covered service, including the Bidder's proposed
methodology for conducting provider profiling and utilizing the profiles to generate
quality improvement?

2. Does the content of provider profile reports for providers of child inpatient mental
health: services, providers of adult outpatient mental health services, and providers
of Level I substance abuse services, appear to adequately capture the critical
elements of the performance of each of those providers?

3. Do the reports contain indicators for performance which address clinical quality,
access, utilization management, linkage with primary care physicians, and enrollee
satisfaction, at a minimum?

4. Are the sample report content descriptions missing any major areas of provider
performance one would expect to see in the report?

3. Is the timing of report distribution proposed by the bidder frequent enough to ensure
that all provider and service types will be profiled and will receive reports at least
quarterly?

6. Did the bidder describe explicitly how the bidder would interact with each provider
following the distribution of each profile report?

7. Does the bidder’s proposed approach for generating and facilitating improvement in
the performance of each profiled provider seem like it will be effective?

8. Does the bidder’s proposed approach include interactive communication between
bidder staff and providers in which feedback is shared?

9. Did the bidder indicate how it would periodically assess provider progress on its
implemeniation of strategies to attain improvement goals?

10. Did the bidder adequately describe its process for identifying areas of improvement
with providers and setting improvement goals for priority areas in which provider
performance falls below acceptable or benchmark levels?
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Bidder Name:

7A.2.14 Network Management (Section 5C.5 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle onej:

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.2.14.2) (continued)

11

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

Did the bidder describe a process of frequent reassessment of provider performance
on improvement goals, including face-to-face meetings with appropriately qualified
bidder staff? Does it appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

Did the bidder provide examples for how provider profiling has been utilized to
improve service delivery? Does the approach appear to have resulted in measurable
quality improvement?

Did the bidder describe how it intended to reward providers that demonstrate
continued excellence or dramatic improvement in performance over time and how
the bidder would share “best practice” methods or programs with providers of
similar programs in its network?

Did the bidder describe how it intended to penalize providers that demonstrate
continued unacceptable performance or performance that does notimprove over
time?

Does the proposed use of rewards and penalties appear appropriate and meaningful
for network providers?

Are the proposed methods for sharing best practices likely to support replication by
other network providers?
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Bidder Name:

7A.2.14 Network Management (Section 5C.5 of the R¥P)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
7A.2.14.b) fn. A€ /;/\/
1. Did the bidder provide a description of how network management activities /IQ ] Jer I (o /7 S i [ f'q/\? A / L Z /( 7 — ﬂ/ Mty 7Z

performed for other state clients that are comparable to those described in Section
5C.57

Meits s Podehebe gy Rl

2. Did the description convincingly convey that the bidder has effectively operated

comparable network management activities for state clients?
7A.2.14.c) /MCW 50 v la
1. Did the bidder provide copies of provider profiles employed for two clients? ( - e 4 g losoes' o f;S g WAGIvES /

'l/\/lu (1/ ' ‘ -

2. Do the profiles demonstrate the bidder’s experience and capacity to generate the type

of provider profiles required by this RFP?

- F sl
pidap . el divol <k A TA povde =07 toppl

3. Did the bidder describe measurable performance improvement that resulted from o= by — ot b (

the provider profiles? Clens Aprdnn oo} ‘/LZ /M b p
4. Is the bidder's demonstration of improvement resulting from the use of provider

profiles credible and significant?
7A.2.14.d)

1. The bidder describe how it would assure the accuracy of ISMART data submitted by

2.

the providers of substance abuse services comprehensive?

Is the proposed plan appropriate and likely to be effective?
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Bidder Name: /HQ,/}/I Jf Zf«/\

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

1/-7.A‘2‘15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program ; Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
(Section 5D REP) Z
7A.2.15.a) prpued 7(,”,\ POCA Jo Jig Jpman F ey o was o ~ ;4/ e
DU Theduds — oy G ¥ vrandng LSS P T O3

1. Did the bidder describe experience in using data-driven evaluation of organization- iy 2 Al b 4 Jaate Iy e it .

wide Initlatives to improve the health status of covered populations? ¥ _ ) S N (] i Ty bk wtph
YA (\'{Mll ';/U f\""}t’;’{/(;: [PANS] P in‘

2. Does the bidder possess meaningful, successful experience in using data-driven il _ - Y el
evaluation of organization-wide initiatives to improve the health status of iy Clniel o )‘ i - O Pn é . Z,(_f/_\f ruden 37 S o) — fedely
populations? Jaday j . ¢ ponle D e o

m - Coiny ﬁ/lu}c,-nq . e ‘} V";L} /y\/\./\ﬁ!{/ h“‘ij + rvhdv(dv
3. Did the bidder provide quantified, statistically significant evidence of improved: A b b Poibas

»  mental health quality - process measures M s R N s P ‘f"‘ll’*""“- ¥ kel A [‘f - J }
*  substance abuse quality - process measures &M}"’t /—)’lwm ) o 4l S — T
+  mental health quality ~ functional or clinical outcome measures ) P . .
s substance abuse quality - functional or clinical outcome measures 7 Comrmns Burf 2 D) s b e ‘f) Ar e ) ﬁ""’“)
+  mental health quality - consdmer-reported outcome measures

J v Ly [ }tmqwl L —
»  substance abuse quality - consumer-reported outcome measures )3 f‘/’“‘”ﬂv} -t ) Al b, / bt el

VE}\-H/T V‘Q"'L )]lc% }.} R f""‘r«w\,{,m b ’) 5&7(‘)%’ )ZM

4. Did the bidder’s references confirm the bidder’s effectiveness generating statistically
significant improvement in population health status?
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how the bidder acted upon it findings? fbleTuyes  CHLfCt SR W adnw )y Lo Atk Ao e he e Jr
3. Does the bidders demonstrated experience indicake its capacity to implement such Qoo Yl o 'PL’*’“‘ M ¥y - Mi‘k"“k Prowhon ¢ bens s et
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Bidder Name: /"\’“yf’ﬁ) lgn

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

'\[7A.2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance improvement Program Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
{Section 5D RFI)
7A.2.15.6) Bolior shd e ) tond by i 38 mne flc(?ﬂﬁ}nrf N
' ' R o F v VT

1. Does the bidder describe an array of different methods by which consumers and Otc 1 Gan N T ey Enmam TR Je 1W
family members would be proactively engaged by the bidder in the Quality B3 b hoy Ry B Pler Copen s [ Cabisal, Aigi.b L -b 1 /;a»
Assessment and Performance Improvement program? Possible technigues that the ’ Caed oA L ‘

17'1"“&7; a1t Perbsayd (et WO Ppa /!;»,}-r e nz] .

bidder might have cited include: .
#j;%(&w»fnj Ui )—rjs B oRboal are %z‘-}e—fﬂ .

e adding consumers and family members to bidder-sponsored quality
improvement teams; GBI Grmenits i degs i giohoi o e P ey W) @I Avb.
»  using advisory groups or focus groups to advise the identification and Y ot j:;& /
design of possible improvement projects, and DA Plin Bhodg Gomrmigd -fT li':;ez’aa—.’i by Gp-y Fslbac, o oo/l ﬂf‘/“’n ver] # 4‘%
s using surveys to elicit consumer and family members suggestions and/ or 5 Fdolltac ly 34 APl el ,zy,g‘.q SUenay _ y
feedback. @LC N'-»l f.;r‘u‘\iml (m);b&— ~1 D /l.l,-rkcv‘: : ﬁ"" {l)., CMM’.‘W‘, Ff/i’t‘)@ -{’f . “{{) ‘b {AT
2. Does it appear that consumers and family members would have a substantive role Trng »)}ruc./\‘(_— s d bl are, b Ky 3 ,C"Ucwmb, Gy el bl
bidder in the Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement program based on | 5. ool Gecld PUETIV SRV B TR 59 g T ) e
the bidder's response? —— D Eadeblist Bt ef’ ol oWy T
Copmnpim ')‘) J@L{ﬁ};##ﬂl ﬁ'«w,m — Vi P
7A.2.15.d) ,ﬂi—v * fus Assnsge b Comdvimay Fram \.J g gt T?‘q"” - e fM‘jA
. ) . Lond v rvl wt-“)‘hp U/{? . RFF{”-@L”":‘
1. Did the bidder describe how it would use pharmacy data to improve quality, (u'mm—f;l) Cogudery B - Ret s ) h e M WA G i S o
includi tor E ~= - Gt L Al f e “F \/Y‘w—).
e o f)}” ;QQ/M'“UL. A Mwi[m o !{t’;‘/j
» identify utilization that deviates from clinical practice guidelines for Propilon B be 19y & . h )
schizophrenia and major depression, and e ? h o Bl b H A 54 (A L »ﬁhf Arck
» identify those Enrollees whose utilization of controlied substances warrants . %
intervention either because of multiple prescribers, excessive quantities or ’ ~
prescribing that is inconsistent with the clinical profile of the Enrollee. ] . - . ™
(, {I:\;:T.! Qﬁfw{-f)-f a }\C\l\g}[& i’ J:’,C} Duf? f\&/,ﬁﬂﬂ -f MJ} £ }\/’]V“(_ . // / ) ;vb
YENN The s wn o gt $
2. Does the bidder’s description demonstrate a good understanding of the use of LS U‘f_“ﬁ Miv{ j\jﬂfm L vk m 7o Andn 7 AF Gel 15 ‘
44 4" Seheg dﬁo + M,Cm}vi{-af JL/A;)(,M{ M*

pharmacy data for quality improvement and seem likely to be effective?
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Bidder Name: M Q) 74} o

‘Sub-Section Score (circle one):

(Sec__tioti 5D RFPY-.

V74215 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvernent Program - ' Meets With Distinction ~ Meefs  Dartially Meets  Fails to Meet

A et T OF

7A.2.15.¢) ' ' ~ - PPN PLy PSR-
? o toge_ ()7 A poblit sahe €0 w0 T
1. Did the bidder describe its identification of the greatest opportunities for quality TA flen ondiin

improvement in public managed behavioral health programs like the lowa Plan? T Y . ,

) G ftgomsion -] Bty € Rinole Jea T eeleb 174 S pe i)

2. Does the bidder’s description of the greatest opportunities for quality improvement SRt o A 4 65T faend [ompiae Typie hrded. dom

indicate a profound understanding of public sector behavioral health programs? @ Co-scing G hiny Guadicpor  Pradysdsa 7 fehio! g1adfand A Feoar

W 7‘:!&?_}'(),\? [nKZL}—ﬁf;a&’b ())4,1{, -faar' {/Cm")
3.  Are the opportunities consistent with what the Evaluator might identify as high ‘2 Pogs 4 | ‘ol v - ko
5 4 V(’&‘u(c're‘/\ X 5, i . T‘/( A
priority opportunities? @M‘——}—u 1o Hemiriw ,/74 oA mEC Aierry,

v/ Evrd b Mg o &

4,  Are the quality improvement approaches described likely to result in improved

et ooy f . , 2,
function and well being for enrcilees? ®cur - )Q(—,I-J»,& (6 ok /ﬁm?‘ﬁv e Al RV z
5. Did the bidder describe approaches to realize two such opportunities in lowa? AYI Pt — T Gt j_h'}\ﬁ Do Teowds Ml v i ))‘}0 %yrzf: »n
“ o e 30l il = gyt = |
6. Are the proposed approaches appropriate and likely to be effective? W st Frvm £ coi o, o R TET O
G ST mam DIV C el r
7A.2.15.5) f{%- der goenny Lllchuepls, §3p v idAn Ttpicty rositrs
' T v Fornss
1. Did the bidder describe experience adapting policy or procedures based on input oA B ek e Glocirt .
from publicly funded consumers and advocacy groups? 4%‘ L SR AL PP ) .
Plod mflin P =00 n dBZar s ey Al et
2. Did the bidder convincingly document that these efforts have had a measurable E6 pay 1 plae I 2 ST W Lto wlon I '5 r dfe )

beneficial impact on its members?

Y

3. Do the bidder's references confirm that the bidder has used consumer and advocate L . .
input to shape policy and procedure and that this work has had a measurable impact & AT e blA e a s F S WAME s e }‘j AT

on members? AT Techalel dundrad G 71, sk 4 L0t ‘f”@f/'d?.)

LY 5)‘)4; = 1Y Emils
M&vuv@;f /)L':, £ f/ A> l:""f [“‘L/{\H}
?3:7 DZ .,']t VMAVI f\? Arln L /y\i/,npli] .
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bk on (o A Jf Rl ey sy —qud Tt 11 v
Ry (ores 7 gt B
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Bidder Name:

1[’7A 2.5 Quallty Assessment and Performance Improvement Program f'
“{Section 5D RFP) : S :

Sub Sectlan Score {circle one):

Mee’cs Wxth Disunctmn ' : Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.2.15.8)

1. Did the bidder describe the process by which the Bidder would conduct retrospective
monitoring of all substance abuse service providers in accordance with Section
5.D1.2?

2. Does the description include:
s The source of the evaluation tool with which the bidder would assess the
appropriateness of clinical services delivered?
+  What actions the bidder would propose to take with a previder who it has
determined does not deliver services or follow contract guidelines
appropriately, both in the event of an initial finding and of a repeated finding?

3. Does the proposed process appear appropriate and likely to be effective?
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w
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BT ek R ipe) s,
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vrilin e h L hin = ol et )»}\UL_ J e, U
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7A.2.15.g) h 2 ;_QV\\D\W>' }“ngin ‘}virM u/ J A e Fale ‘"‘L?zm }C/\Q"‘
1. Did the bidder provide a copy of a 2008 QA plan that the bidder developed for a lehtns e Y T A o—,/{ L it .
publicly funded client? —————
B efug — Dol Hen i/ W/ w Bedn,

2. Does the QA plan depict a comprehensive, well-designed approach te quality
assurance and performance improvement?
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Bidder Name: mf}j/// “

_ ' o L ' R R TS Sub-Section Score (circle one}
7A.2.16 Prevention and Early Intervention (Section 4A.4.2 of the RFP) S e :
: . S - : : o . |- Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

1. Did the bidder describe the strategy that it will invoke in order to increase access to and 2 ‘/' ﬂ/,tue JUJ,,, j M6A 0 o~ Fer F Mﬂ oy

utilization of prevention and early intervention services?
USREENY s i~ K Tt -rek (o
2. s the strategy appropriate and likely to be effective? )
.)"Qmo\i) )?(L PEEIN te, jn,s)' /f"\(}-{ /IC;/LVPW‘ L

3. Did the bidder describe its experience in implementing such strategies under other

]

contracts? W/Cf““"l : I?{“-”’j% 7&/ ﬁépjf }’f‘fu!/{k“) .

4. If so, do the other programs appear to be well conceived? “Clfde fadlisu sy
al ) b Fay, (oL pat
5. Was the bidder able to demonstrate that the programs had measurably affected changes I

improvements in access to and wtilization of prevention and early intervention services?

Plass, (ol Jen ¢ SErbll § hact

6. Do the bidder's references confirm that the bidder has successfully implemented i
strategies to increase access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention Cih b /4_ e gl Prda
services and that this work has had a measurable impact on members? ‘ Sl dwe AT Lty fo by

¢ (57 “ Ao pof 11767
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Bidder Name:

}’[u " /'hr)

A

7A.2.17 Management Information System (Section 6.4 of the RFP)

Meets With Distinction

9

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets Partiaily Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.2.17.a)

1.

Did the bidder describe in detail the management information system the Bidder would
implement for the lowa Plan?

F” ”‘{5’071(0/75 — A g/ FWV{‘?'VV\_ .
WAL poldnd oo Lveq
Z)/W/J‘ ey Lo ? y ﬁbff‘ﬁ/}/}ﬁg@ g

f‘?]f}%:

{ L, Clesms fleny . fegnde
2. Did the description emphasize the way in which the MIS system would function to gather (”76”/& A bt ¢ /e ) st !
required data and produce required reports as well as providing detaii on hardware )’«b 20 ] _
capabilities? WAL Ve /Lf't,/g S NP C/L Jﬁt -Q_AT""W"ﬁ (é”(fJ _
3. Does the bidder’s response address all of the other requirements of Section 6.4 of the RFP? /4 45 r@"‘/é Joot (e Ay /J o ! — /-)1 f{/ /cv
/ ’\(-A ”‘-’//L; “”'-E/Jh [LAT /4 4,1,4(««/%5A‘é) K,/ﬁj)‘le
7A.2.17.b) ) Corfront Pespe = imding stpoi Ky
— "lv‘(./d?"‘e (—.'- .ﬂ./,.’
1. Did the bidder describe adaptations to its MIS which would be made to allow = ('W" LLofl2
reimbursement for covered, required and optional services provided even if the Enroliee’s . ) . '
Medicaid eligibility and Iowa Plan enroliment effective date were determined subsequent > b4 J%"f‘" ¢l ‘“5 (v Lmw#m i/ e () T c‘c/(z“ 4 i,:S
to the Eligible Person’s month of application? :
éf@‘% Ru }))% yer J’Pp&%/'f)\w- /
2. Do the bidder's proposed adaptations to its MIS to allow reimbursement for covered, "
required and optional services provided to enrollees whose eligibility and lowa Plan
enrollment effective dates were determined subsequent to their month of application
appear appropriate and likely to be effective?
7A.2.17.c) —
/’I&s éU‘\ o /'71}’” JJ)IC@ H?%/—';:.»\ ¢
1. id the bidder describe an adequate process to ensure appropriate allocation of —
reimbursement wher: C/ Mﬂ ”7"” # A %\g - l — INet] p/’& 1o
i.  services are being provided to a person who was a Medicaid enrollee and whose
Medicaid eligibility terminated and the person then, during the same treatment
episede, became a IDPH participant/
ii. services are being provided to a person who was a IDPH participant receiving
services and, during the same treatment episode, became a Medicaid enrollee/
2. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to provide

a management information system that meets the business needs of other publicly funded
programs that are comparable to the lowa Plan?
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Bidder Name:

/ MQ}L )l

7A.2.18 Financial Requirements (Section 6,6 of the REP)

1 Meets With' Dié_;ﬁnction

~ | ‘Bub-Section Score (circle one):

. Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.18.a}

1.

Did the bidder disclose the financial instruments the bidder would use to meet the
requirements of ali funds and accounts required in Section 6.6 of the RFP? The
requirements are that the Contractor must establish prior to the payment of the first
capitation payment and maintain at all times, three accounts or funds as follows:

1)
2)
3)

an Insolvency Protection Account ,that must contain at all times, an amount
equal to two (2) months of the anticipated annual Medicaid capitation amount;
a Surplus Fund, in an amount equal to one and & half times the Contractor’s
average monthly Medicaid capitation payment; and

Working Capital in the form of cash or equivalent liquid assets equal to at least
three months’ operating expenses.

Did the bidder disclose the source of the capital required?

Do the bidder’s proposed instruments meet the requirements of Section 6.6 of the RFP and
appear to be appropriate and adequate instruments?

Does the bidder's source of capital appear to be sufficient and stable?

w St d e bt sy, P g ((‘.l/;_ [Mr})
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Bidder Name:

7A.2.18 Financial Requirements (Section 6.6 of the RFP)

‘Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.18.b)
1. Disthe bidder demonstrate that its organization is financially sound?
2. Do the bidder's financial statements and those of any corporate parent support its claims?

3. If the bidder is not financially sound, has it taken corrective measures to address and
resolve any identified financial problems? Are these measures likely to be successful?

4. Does the bidder attach the most recent two years of independently certified audited
financial statements of the bidder’s organization as well as the most recent two years of
financial statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?

5. Did the bidder provide its most recent three (3} years of independently certified audited
financial statements of its organization as well as the most recent two years of financial
statements for the bidder's parent company, if applicable?

6. Do the audited statements reveal any financial problems, legal labilities, or relevant
corporate relationships that the bidder has not mentioned or that raise concern regarding
financial stability, legal liability or corporate interests?
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7A.2.18.c)

1. Did the bidder discuss what impact the recent declines in the stock market have had on
the Bidder’s financial stability, how the Bidder has responded, and any implications for
the Bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of this RFF?

2. Did the bidder demonstrate that recent stock market declines have not put in jeopardy the
bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of the RFF, including the maintenance of
necessary liquidity?
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Bidder Name: /Mfi}) Jon,

7A.2.19 Claims Payment by the Contractor {Section 6.7 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one}):

..'Mee't_s With Distincion ~ ~ Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.19.a)

1. Did the bidder describe the process it would implement to ensure compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing?

2. s the process consistent with the requirements set forth in Section 6.7 of the RFP?

3. Does the process the bidder would implement to ensure the bidder's compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing appear appropriate and likely to be effective?
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7A.2.19.b)

1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing contracts in which the claims
P P &
payment process supported the accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day
of operations?

2. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to
successfully implement accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day of
comparable contracts?
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Bidder Name:

7A.2.20 Fraud and Abuse (Section 6.8 of the RFP)

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet

7A.2.20.2)

1.

Did the bidder describe how it wili comply with the Departiments’ Fraud and Abuse
requirements?

Did the bidder provide examples of how ils internal controls successfully work to
prevent Fraud and Abuse?

Did the description completely address the requirements as defined within Section
6.87

Is the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely 1o be effective?
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Bidder Name: M&,}i} lon

7A.3 Corporate Organization and Experience -~ 15%

This section of tl%id, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 15 pages.
Does it exceed? Y@

Sub-Section Score (circle one):
7A.3 Corporate QOrganization and Experience (Section 6.8 of the REP)

Meets With Distinction Meets Partiaily Meets Fails to Meet

7A.3.2)

1. Did the bidder provide the following information on all current publicly funded \/ S
managed behavioral health care contracts?

i. contractsize: average monthly covered lives and annual revenues;

ii. coniract start date and duration;

iif. general description of covered population and services {e.g., Medicaid
AFDC + 851, state-only population, mental health, substance abuse, state
hospital, etc.); /

iv. the company or agency name and address, and

v. acontact person and telephone number?

2. Does the information indicate that the bidder has experience with contracts that are Y‘aj?
comparable in size and scope to the lowa Flan?

3. Did the bidder include letters of support or endorsement from any individual, Ao
organization, agency, interest group or other entity despite the prohibition in the REP
from doing so? e




Bidder Name: AAE{}/ Vila

7A.3.1 Organizational Information

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A3.1.a)

1. Does the bidder provide all of the following (as required by the RFF}?

lists and organizational charts showing any and all owners, voting and non-
voting members of the Board of Directors, officers and executive management
stalf, including CEQ, COO, CFO, Medical Director, UM Director, QM Director
and MIS Director or equivalent functional personnel?

the curriculum vitae for the aforementioned executive management staff?

if the bidder is 2 wholly or partly owned subsidiary or partnership, a description
of the legal, financial, organizational and operational arrangements and
relationships between the bidder and its parent(s} and any other related
organizations?

an organizational chart depicting the bidder in relation to the corporations to
which i is a subsidiary or parine?

if the bidder has subsidiaries, a description of the legal, financial, organizational
and operational arrangements and relationships between the bidder and its
subsidiaries?

an organizational chart depicting any subsidiaries in relation to the bidder?

Are any key positions vacant?
Do senior officers appear to be appropriately qualified?

Are there any apparent corporate relationships that would introduce a conflict of
interest if the bidder were awarded the contract?

if the bidder is a subsidiary or partnership, are the parent corporations or partners
engaged in business activities that are complimentary to, and likely to provide long
term support to, the bidder?

If the organization is a partnership, is the line of authority clearly delineated?

‘éb
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Bidder Name:

7A.3.2 Disclosure of Financial or Related Party Interest

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (¢ircle one):

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.3.2.a)

1. Does the bidder disclose any legal, financial, contractual or related party interests
which the bidder{s) shares with any provider or group of providers, or provide a
statement of no financial or related party interest?

yj; , PAWE

Bleak (WIS Frpis 1 Tie Phseye alge

7A.3.2.b)

1. Does the bidder (and if the bid involves a partmership or another type of joint

venture, any of the bidders) share a financial or related party interest in any provider
or group of providers, does the bidder set forth a mechanism by which it proposes to
prevent any preferential treatment to those entities with which it shares a financial or

related party interest?

2. If the response to #1, above, is affirmative, does this mechanism effectively prevent

preferential treatment to those provider entities in which it shares a financial or
related party interest?

3. Isitlikely that the bidder’s mechanism will prevent the following situations which

might indicate an attempt to ensure financial gain (from RFP Section 5C.3):

» achange of the distribution of referrals or reimbursement among providers
within a level of care?

»  referral by the Contracter to only those providers with whom the Contractor
shares an organizational relationship?

» preferential financial arrangements by the Contractor with those providers with

whom the Coniractor shares an organizaticnal relationship?

o different requirements for credentialing, privileging, profiling or other network
management strategies for those providers with whom the Confractor shares an

organizational relationship?

»  distribution of community reimbursement moneys in a way which gives
preference to providers with whom the Contractor shares an organizational
relationship?

+ substantiated compiaints by enrollees of limitations on their access to
participating providers of their choice within an approved level of care?

v
Y%
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Bidder Name:

7A.3.3 Disclosure of Legal Actions

Sub-Section Score (eircle one):

Meets With Distinction

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.3.3.2)

1.  As far as the evaluator is aware, did the bidder disclose all relevant information in
response fo the following RFP questions and requirements or make a statement that
there is no applicable information {as required by the RFP)?

During the last five years, has the bidder or any subcontractor identified in
this proposal had a contract for services terminated for convenience, non-
performance, non-allocation of funds, or any other reason for which
termination occurred before completion of all obligations under the initial
contract provisions? If so, provide full details related to the termination.
During the last five years, has the bidder been subject to default or received
notice of default or failure to perform on a contract? If so, provide full
details related to the default including the other party’s name, address, and
telephone number.

During the last five years, describe any damages, penalties, disincentives
assessed or payments withheld, or anything of value traded or given up by
the bidder under any of its existing or past contracts as it relates to services
performed that are similar to the services contemplated by the RFF and the
resulting Contract. Indicate the reason for and the estimated cost of that
incident to the bidder.

During the last five years, list and summarize pending or threatened
litigation, administrative or regulatory proceedings, or similar matters that
could affect the ability of the Bidder to perform the services contemplated in
this RFP,

During the last five years, have any irregularities been discovered in any of
the accounts maintained by the Bidder on behalf of others? If so, describe
the circumstances of irregularities or variances and disposition of resolving
the irregularities or variances.

The bidder shall also state whether it or any owners, officers, primary
partners, staff providing services or any owners, officers, primary partners,
or staff providing services of any subcontractor who may be involved with
providing the services contemplated in this RFP, have ever had a founded
child or dependent adult abuse report, or been convicted of a felony.
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Bidder Name:

7A.3.3 Disclosure of Legal Actions

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

7A.3.3.a) (continued)

2. If the bidder disclosed that it, or one of its subcontractors, had defaulted on a
contract or had a contract terminated for cause, and the project contact person was
contacted, what was the explanation given for the problem and does it raise
concerns regarding the bidder’s qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

3. If the bidder disclosed that, during the previous five years, legal action was taken
against the bidder or if any legal actions are pending, does the explanation and
status update provided by the bidder alleviate any concerns regarding the bidder’s
qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

4., If the bidder’s current corporate configuration is related to mergers, did the bidder
provide the requisite responses to the questions above for all components of the
merged entities {as required)?

V)
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Bidder Name:

7A.4 Project Organization and Staffing - 15%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 10 pages.

Does it exceed? Y/N?

7A.4.1 Organizational Chart

Sub-Section Score {circle one):

. Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Did the bidder provide an organizational chart that demonstrates:
a) the bidder’s corporate structure?
b} the reporting relationship which staff assigned to the lowa Plan would have
with other parts of the bidder’s corporate structure?

2. Does the proposed reporting relationship between staff assigned to the fowa Plan
and other parts of the bidder’s corporate structure appear appropriate and likely to
be effective? Does it appear that the lowa Plan-assigned staff will receive sufficient
corporate attention and support?
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Bidder Name:

7A.4.2 Chart or Other Presentation

Meets With Distinction

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
following?

a) every position which would be working on the lowa Plan?

b) the name and qualifications of the proposed lowa-based individuai who
would have management respensibility for Jowa Plan operations?

¢) the reporting relationships between those positions?

d} the credentials required of individuals to be hired for each clinical and
management position?

e) the office locations of each individual?

2. Do the types and numbers of staff to be assigned to the lowa Plan appear to be
sufficient in number and have the appropriate credentials?

3. Areadequate resources dedicated to serving DPH Participants?

4. Is the staffing distributed appropriately given the allowable distribution of
administrative costs to each funding stream (i.e., Medicaid 13.5% or less; DPH, 3.5%
or less)?

5. Are the UM, QA, claims and systems senior management positions appropriately
qualified and reporting at an appropriately senior level of the organization?

15
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Bidder Name:

7A.4.3 Chart or Other Presentation

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets Fails to Meet
1. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
folowing?

a} the subcontractors (excluding network providers) who would be working Y&;

on the Jowa Plan?
b} the responsibilities of those subcontractors? N>
¢} special skills of those subcontractors?
d) the location of the office of each subcontractor from which they will provide Y72

their subcontracted services?

157

2. If there is more than one subcontractor, does the number of subcontractors appear to
be too large or to potentially hinder the bidder’s successful operation of the
program?

3. Did the bidder propose to subcontract any functions that the evaluator believes are
integral to successful program operation and should not be subcontracted?
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Bidder Name: /Mﬁi 7 Zw'

7A.4.4 Financial Information

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Thd the Bidder provide the following information:
e audited financial statements from independent auditors for the last three
years, If the bidders did not have financial statements, did it provide a
detailed explanation of why they are not available and provide alternatives
that were acceptable to the Departments?
+  aminimum of three written financial references including contract
information?

2. Do the financial statements or alternative financial information demonstrate that the
bidder has the financial wherewithal to serve as a stable partner to the state?

3. Do the financial statements or alternative financial information raise any concerns
about the bidder’s qualifications to serve as the [owa Plan contractor?

4. Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has conducted its
financial business in an appropriate manner and is qualified, based on its financial
practices and financial status alone, to serve as the [owa Plan contractor?

V>
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Bidder Name:

7A.5 Budget Worksheet and Narrative - 10% This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the

RFP, should not exceed 3 pages. Does it exceed? Y/N?

7.5 Budget Worksheet and Narrative

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Meets With Distinction

Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the Medicaid capitation payment

allocated to the Medicaid Administrative Fund will be less than the RFP-specified 7 o (. ;Z
maximum of 13.5%7

2. Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the IDPH payment allocated to the
IDPH Administrative Fund will be less than the REP-specified maximum of 3.5%7 ? 2> .7 ?7

3. Does the bidder propose using the Community Reinvestment Account fund on:
s services that would benefit eligible persons?
o services that the bidder has identified in response to 7A.2.6.b), 7A.2.13.b), or
other questions within Section 7 of the REP? (this question is o assess internal
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Bidder Néme: ﬁ/\ ;M / lV‘

7A.6 Required Certifications

Sub-Section Score (circle one):

- ‘Meets With Distinction Meets Partially Meets

Fails to Meet

1. Does the bidder include all the required certifications? (Y/N)
+  RFP Certifications and Mandatory Guarantee
+  Release of Information
¢ Mandatory Requirements and Reasons for Disqualification
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Bidder Name: . Magellan

7A.2.8 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the R¥T) Strengths and Weaknesses of the Response Submission
7A.2.8.a)
- Strenghts:
2. If the bidder attached guidelines for the application of ASAM criteria, do the Clinical process information.
guidelines the bidder would use for the authorization or retrospective monitoring of
substance abuse services appear to be appropriate? Good detail of how ASAM can/will be used.’

' Liked case examples,
Easy to providers to understand how to use.

| Weaknesses:
1 gt . )
Some repetitive information

Difficult to find any weaknesses,




(e

Magellan of Jowa

Iowa Plan Reprocurement Evaluation
7A.2.18.a)

Did the bidder disclose the financial instruments the bidder would use to meet the
requirements of all funds and accounts required in Section 6.6 of the RFP? The
requirements are that the Contractor must establish prior to the payment of the
first capitation payment and maintain at all times, three accounts or funds as
follows: _

Insolvency Protection Account
Surplus Fund

‘Working Capital ,\

Yes, they will use a combination of short-term investments and cash to meet the
requirements of all funds and accounts.

Did the bidder disclose the source of the capital required?

o wakal ol \
Yes, they currently have over $20M mwﬂamoo\\mw\g provided by their parent
company.

Do the bidder’s propoesed instruments meet the requirements of Section 6.6 of the
RFP and appear to be appropriate and adequate instruments?

Yes, the parent company, Megellan Health Services has a cash balance of @
as of December 31, 2008.

Does the bidder’s source of capital appear to be sufficient and stable?

Yes, Megellan Health Services has had sufficient and stable cash balances over
the years.

7A.2.18.b)

Did the bidder demonstrate that it’s organization is financially sound?

Yes, Magellan of Iow shown that they are financially stable. Their parent
compan agellan Health Services,has also shown that they are financially
stable with a cted cash and investments. They also have

strong, stable financial ratios that show that they are financially solvent.

Do the bidder’s financial statements and those of any corporate parent support it’s
claims?

Yes, Magellan of lowa and it’s parent company had $822.4 million in total
current assets, which included $321.1 million dollars in unrestricted cash and
investments for year ending December 31, 2008. They also have had Current

Ratios of 1.7, 2.1, 2.3 as of December 31, 2006, 2007, and 2008, respectively.
\l\l‘.}l‘



If the bidder is not financially sound, has it taken corrective measures to address
and resolve any identified financial problems? Are these measures likely to be
successful?

N/A

Did the bidder attach the most recent two years of independently certified audited
financial statements of the bidder’s organization as well as the most recent two
years of the financial statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?

The bidder Humoﬁm@m audited financial statements for years 2005, 2006, and 2007
for Magellan of Towa and Tovided years 2095, 2006, 2007, and 2008 for it’s
parent company, cilan Behavioral Health, Ing.

Did the bidder provide it’s most Féce ears of independently certified
audited financial statements of it’s organization as well as the most recent two years
of financial statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?

The bidder provided audited financial statements for years 2005, 2006, and 2007
for Magellan of lowa and alsoprovided years 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 for it’s
parent company, Magellan Behavioral Health, Inc.

Do the audited statements reveal any financial problems, legal liabilities, or relevant
corporate relationships that the bidder has not mentioned or that raise concern
regarding financial stability, legal liability, or corperate interests?

No, the audited statements do not reveal any financial problems, legal liabilities, \
or relevant corporate relationships.

7A.2.18.¢)

Did the bidder discuss what impact the recent declines in the stock market have had.
on the bidder’s financial stability, how the bidder has responded, and any
implications for the bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of this RFP?

Magellan of Jowa stated that the stock market declines have had no impact on
their financial stability or any impact on the Company’s ability to meet the
requirements of this RFP.

Did the bidder demonstrate that recent stock market declines have not put in
jeopardy the bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of the RFP, including the
maintenance of necessary liguidity? ‘

Magellan of Iowa’s Current and Debt to Equity Ratios have stayed strong or
improved over the last three years. The ratios for their parent company have also
remained very strong.
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